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The Ohio legislature adopted a Bill calling’ for-an' 
evaluation of the performance of academic programs of state-assisted i 
institutions of higher education. The selection of criteria utilized: oe 
in evaluation is critical. A list of criterion statements was 


compiled from materials on hand, from accrediting agency Lakobia tion? 5. 
and out of the experiences and inquiries of the committee. This study ©° 


attempts to develop criteria other than the two standard types: ‘ ' 


' "cost-benefit" ahd "enrollment-driven." The model developed réquires 


the identification of program objectives and relating those . 
objectives to the expectations of the public to be’ served. A list of 
33 criteria statements was developed by the committee and distributed 
to-all depdttment chairmen at the University of Toledo and to 1,116° 
students recéiving degrees in June 1975. The responses vere’ scaled, 
and factor analysis used to determine the relationships among 


‘‘variables. The nine factors identified are: program size, 


understanding the program, description and objectives, acadesic: 
standards, cost efificiency, innovative programs, employability, 
supportive nature of the program, public’ relations, and nonteaching 
work of ‘the faeulty. ‘Comparison is made between department chairmen 
and students on these. factors; of the: scores for each factor for the 
department chairmen and students by college; and of scores for each 
factor .for graduates and department chairmen by level of progran. 
ton?) ne a ' : 
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There is every indication that the evaluation of academic aoe off 


4 
“+ 
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ai from internal and external sources will receive increasing attention ~ 
dee the future. There are already indications that state agencies are ‘ . 
beginning the process of program inventory. which is a basic step in this 

_ Preview. It may be that in the: future systematic review will be . 

conducted each year as blest are Brenan , = 


The Ohio legislature in the recént sebsion » adopted language in « 
House Bill 155 which ‘states clearly that ithe General Assembly is 
interested in haying the Board of Regents evaluate the performance of 


s academic programs of state assisted institutions of higher education. 


The selectiun’ of criteria utilized in evaluation.is critical. A 
‘es "list ef criterion statements Sheng: to be useful in evaluation’ of © 
| scademit programs was compiled by a committee selected. jointly by the ie 
Deans ‘of the several colleges and the Office of Academic arene at The 
University of Toledo. {Appendix I} These statengnts lord developed J 
from materials on hand, from accrediting agency internation arid out of 


the experiences and ‘inquiries of the committee. y a i 
~ Ve 


" 
Criteria used currently tend to fall into the’ ategory of "cost 
benefit" or "enrollment driven" models. A cost benefit ‘model is one 


c 


in which the. economic advantage attributable to the program is the sane 
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as the ba ei or’ barvice offered by the University through the particular ny 
program. An corotlasat driven model assumes that a a particular funding . 
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‘base is detamined Whi as the program Ancreases of decreases in {full ee *% i 
_ time equivalent student} size, the fading tied to the program is also r 
changed. Tt ig aseumed,, in the, enirollnent driven model, that if it “1 | 


“costs x dollars = educate p PT ‘students, “it will cost 2X dollars to 
educate an FTE students. | a oe ee 


f 


Criteria of this naturg ot rtent and ate required by an 

important funding agency of The University of Toledo —/ The-State of cme 

Ohio. The intent of this/ Shiu was ‘to attempt to devélop other criteria } 
that are also important An, program evaluation. 


, 


The study was undertaken, with he knowledge that otper colleges 
and universities havg been at work én this or similar problens s in the - 
immediate past. i several has been the effort of hose working — 
throitgh the Nation Center for — Education Managenent Systems / . 
{NCHEMS} at Western Interstate Commission of Higher Educatiop {wrote}. 


Th sexcellent w ‘reported under the title Outcome Measures and 


Procedures alae Field Review Bastion ‘May 1975 is Beseainly a model 
—$$—$<— 


‘which many a want to consider. aie 1975} a 


An addjtional notable epaliatton system was produced under the 
direction man Robert Pace {1975}. The syeten makes it possible to + owe 
evaluate the effectiveness of an academic program on an entire college : s WW 
in terms f information about the development, progress and attainment oe 
loe students and the educational experiences peboeases and context which ) 
wea udent develoment. The information supplied by use of the kit 
propos¢s a reasonable baseline against which performance ont chiaracé : me 


tert ics may ‘be sompaied. * 
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The NCHEMS model proposed offers three major areas of evaluation}  « 
those being student growth and development a and procedures, 


new knowledge and art forms vam roieiain and peodehindes and Sonny 


development and service measurements ‘eet BROGAN. The Peete of 
the NCHEMS model and that of Pace's Higher Educatjon Measurement and 


Evaluation Kit are well known to Institutional Research personnel. 
: 


* he , : Ie 
They are worthy of considerable attention on the part of any institution 


Ss seeking to develop its own system of evaluation of: academic programs.) 


Interest at The University of Toledo was developed through an 
ufiderst anding that the academic community of the University would have 
an opportunity to build its oyn concept of criteria warranted for the | 

rs 


evaluation of its programs. Once. these had been established the 


University would take on the task of, comparing thé ‘criter?a vith. those ee 
* developed at other selected campuses. The ,spproach was “taken’ deliberately 

iin oxdee to eldeit interest and support on the part’ of stiidents and 
: faculty. , E ) 


As a 


Those experienced in evaluation understarid, that the word criterion 
. i. -.» + “usually associated with the sélection process; we talk for 
‘ingtance about how well ee ‘admi ssions tests’ predict! ‘the,’ criterion 
~ grade let average sa how well. employment tests predict erivécta of " 


satisfactory ‘Job perfomance." {Anderson, Ball, ce ‘ete, al. 1975} * 
, & ‘ Ps fe P] 


The ponstruction of epierin ina proper context is to Achieve 


Serpe oppLication,ot those criteria in the evaluation oh acaiteric s - fe 


This requires careful identification, of objectives, aa the 


oo . programs. 
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programs and the near complete assurance that those objectives are 


congruent with the expectations of the public to’be served by'the. --' 


grams. 
awe ' 

The list of 33 criterion etetenants was sdeieluees: by the committee 
and distributed to all Department. Chairmen at The University ia Toledo 
and to the 1, “us students recdiying degrees in June 1975. c departaent 
chairman responded for each program offered by his dopartaient at eagh of 
the degree levels. The catate of Business Adit ration, ' for exanipve 

Bereis a BBA and MBA in Marketing, ‘thus the Chairman of the Marketing 
Department responded to the criteria at both the Baccalaureate arid 
Masters levels. The students were asked to indigate theik de Levels 


on the icc ae 


‘the graduates ia fron 13.3% for those receiving law de 
for those recgiving associate degrees/to. 28.4% for tise recei 
nianbeys degnees. Sixty-three percent of the graduatés who res 
received \a-BaccalaureateMegres. There was no follow up campad, to 
: ae +6 elicit a greater resrnse, ‘ed no indycement de a red for » +. 
responding, to the sabteineat. ae _¢ 


e 


Couenihaner ‘of Response | 
. ——_>-—_——— 


j ‘The. responses were scaled with h Nextrenp importance" equal ts 1 ond 
f 


"nd, gin es to 5— ane the lower the mean score the’ more 


* eee ts 5° 


of , 
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important the reapondente &s a group rated the criterion 
Among the department chairmen, question 19 hewe: appendix t} 
+ Mdeeviee Lekel Dor vilich the graduates are qualified" was the most 
’ ~" 4mportant criterion, and number 12, "extent to which the program meets 


' ,the stated objéctives," was the segond most important criterion. 


Among the students, question 26, "the extent to which: students 
perceive the faculty as being supportive of student. nee” ‘was: ‘considered 
1 ne the most important « The second most important criterion, | in ‘the students’ ° 


. View, was the "service level for which the gradiates were quali fied." ‘. 


The neat responses for the two groups were ranked from high to - ; ‘ 
low and Speatman’ s coefficient of. rank correlation was’ determined to be . 
ail. The null hypothesis that no acon exists Gatenen ‘the two - 
response groups ‘was ‘statistically tested at the 5% igi and rejected. 
» The conclusion is that a positive relationsh} p exiets between the ratings : 
‘of the criteria for the tito response groups. Sige a a eee 
A Factor hoaiyiie Solution : ae 


FY s aw , ray 3 P ‘i 
j . 4 : : gia 
f . : mS ets 


A correlation, ontrtey was developed » winds showed alationstipe pong’ 


™~ 
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‘the 33 criterion statements for the combined responses of the department’ , = : 

chairmen and the spring 1975 graduatés. A with 80 many variables inv ved “A 

; it was difficult to obtaif 3 x kind of wails picture of the inter ae % 8 : 

_Felstionsh pe: of the da 4, oo at was desirable to determine wat eg 

2 ; latent factors ‘org mensions” were invel ved in the data.” A method for . ; “¢ ‘ 

e determining the $e ° relation among variables is thypuigh factor , 

‘analysis: factor tongs can bertised. to reduce’.a Aerge ‘number of. ; : ae ‘: 

+ yariab}és into a’ “von interpretable constructs. The 33 3 eriterion state: i F 


bed “My y 
ents’ represent he variables,” ‘ana tne is a s eestutton of ‘a set. of .* a 


SA 5 itt fees ue fae ‘ ‘ 


. bd » 
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these variables dn teres of new categories called factors. A method. | 

for highli ghting the relationship within factors is to rotate the = 
. coordiriate axis in n space. Paps rotation does not change any of the 
¢ ; relationships, but inde to pee the Seeitbe more interpretale, The 
most widely applied rotation technique and the one utilized in ae 
: analysis is the varinex rotation, in which thé principle isto ~ * a 
ie -' simplify. the bust ies ‘rather than the variables. ~ Sie ‘ink i A 

% ‘ Applicatiog of Factor Analyeie . : Oro! ; , ie 


It was possible, with-nine factors to ‘wales 57. Of of ‘thie variation 


within ‘the 33, criterion statements. The major thrust or seis ‘of the 
‘33’ criterion, statements can be obtained with the identification of, the 


9 factors instead of 336 For ‘each factor criterion stabenent cénbination 


was 


a factor loading is determined. ‘These loadings are the correlations: - 


ee between each factor, ag the criterion statements. 
; ww - .* The istorafure on factor en deters no ‘whendasd for deter- - 
cae 7) “- ee which of the ees loadings are contributing signific to e 
ins ca the explanation of variation and which @ are not. These standards ai al 
a ; ‘ 
— usually det efmined by the .Fesearchers. A-coprelation between a 
¢ . 


. criterion sh atiesgeat and a factor of r »% 50 was’ Conmtidared 4mport ant 
‘ ‘ =O > 
0, Oe 


* for ‘this study, uilesgspiere was 1 no correlétion ‘in ad factor greater 
than +50, in which, case the largest, Jariclainh in ine factor was used. , 


Se ry The factor’ ‘names ‘were determined by a judgmental evaluation of impor- 
tant variables: within each factor. This is ee standard procedure 
é 


where factor ‘analytic techniques are “used. Table 1 presents a summary 


id $ - sf . . ~ 
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of the ssc cick — factor scentcatdaies a brief statement 
inticating the nature of the criterion statement, and a statement 
indicative of the conbination of significant: criterion statements 4 
within each factor. For example, criterion statement 32 refers to’ thé 
number of majors in a partic program {dee Appendix 1} and’ variable 
33 re the number" of graduates from the progrdm. In Factor I, es 


, » were no other factor criterion statement combinations where the 


ae 


% ; 
“done and the results follow. ° ; a. 


. ‘correlation exceeded 0.50. Since beth Variable 32 and 33 refer to the 
alae of the program, Factor I was naned Program Size. Th’ similar 
manner , the sais i criterion state — factor combinations were 
determined and the factor name derived fron the most significant 
ortbavion gtatement's in that factor.,”> ¥ : 

Analysis of herponies. . : se ® 


+ : - wa 


It is possible with factor analysié to determine, ‘for each : 
respondent, a factor score on ‘each'of the factors and then to treat 
these factor scores as random variables. ( It-is therefore sossibie to 
perform an analysis of variance, ea or wornel enter analysis, or 


‘any other procedure that requires interval scaled data. This was 


Hise ie Dot weeti Department Chairmen and sit on the 9 Facters 


_ Table 2 shows the mean factor scores for the departaent’ chairifen 


‘si a the June 1975 graduates and the ranking ‘of each of these nine et 


factors within the two groups. The woef ficient of rank correlation 


between the two groups is .725, which’ is sufficient AnnnGLARE to 


®, 
* 
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Table 1 
Summary of Major Varidbles Within "oe 
Factors for Combined Faculty and Staff 


Factor . Vamiable - 


! 
Number Factor Name Number Variable Names ; 
”  s Program Size 8 ; Nunker of Majors “ . 
a) 33 Number of Graduates 
2 Understanding Program 1 ae Class. Scheduling 


Description and Objectives 1 ° Updated and accurate 


° : “ . program information 


; : : 12 \ Achieves Stated 
. Ob jectiyes 
~ 20 : : aipare of . 
i x - pYogram requirements ' 


é 25 -\ Clearly defined SS 
aw objectives. 
3. | Academic Standards 3 ‘Acceptance into 
Graduate School 


Accreditation and 


Professional Standards 


7 Achievement of graduates 
—: - on national exams 
4 “Gost Efficiéncy 21 =~ Positive cost, benefit ft 


relationships 


T. 


able 1, 
{con't} 
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Summary of Major Variables Within 


Factors for Combined Faculty and Staff 


a 
ree Name 


Cost” Efficiency 


Innovative program 
Employability 


* 


Variable 


Number | 


22 


Supportive Nature of 


* the program 


Public Relations 


. 


Nor-teaching work of 


Faculty 


\ 


Variable Names 
Number of student credit 
hours generated. 
Innovative progres 
Graduates able to € 
obtain employment. 
Depth in Study 
Supportive of other 
Univ. Programs 
Survey of knowledge 
area, 

Program increases _ 
public awareness 


Encourage high academic 


* . 


’ Standards 


Research, Publication 


and consulting done by 
faculty. 
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reject the ‘null hypothesis of ‘no serial eth at the 5% level of 
significance. Based on this test it was concluded that the two groups: 
j showed consistency in their aséessment of the nine factors.’ ‘However, : 
it is interesting to note the extremes. ‘Program Size ig the least 
significant factor among students and the most stipe bl cant among 
department chairmen. Academic Standards was the most important factor 
ationg students, but: least important factor ame sti, It appears 
that there was disagreement with the extreme pola tut general 
agreenent/ with the middle factors. ’ 


There is a significant’ difference in the mean factor scores of. 
the two groups for all: factors exept II and VII using a t-test 5f 
level of significance. The department chairmen view the factors of 
Proxra Size, Supportive Nature of the| Program, and Nor-Teaching Work 
of the Faculty as stig traantily abe Lapipeenk thei the oatuiba, 
The graduates view the factors of poate Standards, . Cost Efficiency, 
Innovative Programs, Employability, and Public Relations as significantly 
more important than the department phattaaes ‘The’ mean factor scores 
- \for the factors, Understanding Program Description and Opjectives and 
‘Soppartive Nature of: the Program, were not found to differ significantly. 
pr 
Comparison of the Factor Scores for Each: Factor by College for, the 
a Chairmen and Students so * 


An seats of variance {ANOVA} was: performed on. the factor scores 


by college for Pesporiaes of the department’ chairmen and the ‘pecan, 
The results are summarized in Table 3 for the department chairmen. 


eG 


Griteria Warranted 
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Table 
‘Mean Factor Scores and Factor _ 
‘Ranks, t Statistic — 


i Rank . Mean _ Rank 


Factor Name Mean Student - . Among’ ~~ Faculty -Among t 


and Number’ Score = —- Students ~ ” Score Faculty Statistics 
1. Program Size 0.186 > 9 +0.37h a a or 
2. Understanding -0.043 oe 0.082 -h °« 1.37 
Program Des- arts 
" eription and. 
Objectives 


_ 3... Academic 0.231 
. Standards : 
kh. Cost : : -0.143 
Efficiency ~* 
“Innovative  -0.095 - 
Program 
Employability -0.091 
- Supportive 0.035 
| Nature of 
Program 
Public 
Relations 
Nor-teaching 0.073 
Work of 
Faculty 


*Significant atthe 5% level of significance 
fain. 
12: 


at 
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The instructional staff at The University of Toledo is assigned. to one 


of seven colleges noted at the bottom of Table 36 There is only one 
program in the College of Law and only two in the College of Pharmacy. 
These colleges re excluded from this portion .of the analysis due to 
this very small ‘umber of reponse. The Scheffe Test for post hoc 


comparisons w sea to inten the difference between pairs of means 


.where a sigxicipant E value Mog, found: The Scheffe Test is a powerful 


procedure for cotiparing sample hreans and tends to be conservative in 
guarding against: a Type I error. , ‘As an example of the converrative 
nature of the test for. Factors VI and Ix of department chairmen 
responses {Table | ry the ANOVA indicated at least one significant 
difference between a pair of sample means, but the Scheffe Test did 
not detect where thesegdifferences existed. In fact, these differences 
seer Meta not detectable when the Level of significance’ for the ifs 


* 


Scheffe Test was increased from of to 10%. 


For the factor, "Understanding the Program Desstipbion and 
Objectives," the E statistac is significant, indicating that a 
significant difference in mean factor Scores‘exists between at least 
one pair of colleges and the Scheffe Test indicated there were six 
pairs of significant differences in Seen e means. a departuent, 


_ chairmen in the University Community and Technical College {ucatc} 
| 


and thoge in the College of Education did not weight this ‘tactér with 

as mach incortanee as those in the Colleges of Engineering end Arts and 
en It appears that those in the foreed colleges, who tend to use 
instructional objectives, rated this factor important, whereas those in 


ar  Griteria Warranted 
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Table 
Comparison of Means by College’for 
Each of the 9 Factors. 


.-and the Post Hoc Identification of 


> Significant Differences re 
F : 
aictee . Statistics ” Comparative Results a 
1. Program Size 2.345 A ; | 
2. Understanding Program 12.367 {1,7 4{7, bh s{lsy3} 
Description and ac? {14},{3,2}5{42} 
Objectives , | ‘ . 
3. Apsiiemic Stendards ° 13.33% {2,7} {2,7 9d 7s ad 
ES ee Pe | ey * : 
Ie Cost Efficiency Lys LO3* {7,1} {42} 5793}. 
e. | 9 ae 2 {14,3} | 
5e inbevetiive Program ris 561 : | 
bs ‘Raleysbdaty ~~ » 36138 8 J 
7. een Nature of - 6.069% {1,7},{1,2},{3,7}, 
Program £3 fa by Cty Thy Cty 2} 
“i 8. Public Relation ’ . 2.079 _ % - . 
, |. 9 ‘Non~teaching work of 2.5919 re she - ae 
Faculty . 2 ‘ ¥pS 0.05 a | 
_Group Code ‘ tacai Value= 2.44 
1. Arts.and Sciences | 5. Law : : 
, (2, Bus. Admini stratijon 6. Pharmacy 
eee "3: Rducatiion a WAetece 
: hy {University Community hee 


4. Engineering ~ i 4 
we) ge and Tech. College} 


oe a SS. 
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the latter two colleges, who ‘do not tend to use objectives as often 
rated it ‘as less important. Apparently the College of Business falls 
somewhere in the middle, not associating with either group. 


In Factor <i, Aeadonter Standirds, there is a Significant 
cern between whg mean factor scores of UCATC department chairmen . 
and the department chairmen. of each of the other colleges. This is 
perhaps a manifestation of ths philosophical position‘of UCATC. The 
objective of an Associate Degree Program might be conceptualized as 
seeking to give students a job oriented skill or making the student 
more sadlovaii ‘There is little concern in preparing the student for - 
. graduate education, whereas this is a concern to the baccalaureate 
, colleges. ‘The colleges of Arts and Sciences ane Education tended to , < 
, view the Cost Efficiency factor, Factor IV, as ‘Amportant, whereas 
i, UCATC’ and the College of Ingineering tended to find this factor 
unimportant. Perhaps this reaction is tied to current enrollment 
trends. : Those colleges with decreasing enrollments tend'to have the 
factor of cost efficiency on their minds, more than those not fering ° 
enrolinent ponies: 


‘4 
. 


The examination of the results of ‘the Rost bec tests’ on Factor «= ° 


© ; Wp, { {The Supportive Nature of the Program} tend to support the scuba 
, tion of the cost efficiency discussion. The Colleges of Education and 


* 


Arts and Sciences ¢ not find this.factor important, whereas the College 
of Engineering and UCATC do find this factor important. , 

Responses of in sentiate were also analyzed by college 
comparing the caked scores for each of the nine factors. There were 


© 15 
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four . factors on which at least one significant oe between Rirs 


of means was noted, but the Sthefré Test detected a significant ‘dttferenca,” 


{at the 10% Level) only on Factor VII’ {The Supportive Nature of the 

’ Program}. . The Factor scores were significantly ‘different tor this ‘factor - 
between the Colleges of Arts and Sciences and: Pharmacy. This. is si 
perhaps due to the sducataainal philosophies involved. Students in 
Arts and Sciences may be concerned with Ssvekopinie a broad base of 
peedee, intellectual acumen and entering ser coll school. Those 


studehts in the toliees at Pharmacy’ tended to’ be job orientet. rf 
v . : 
Comper son of Factor Scores for, Each Factor by Level of Program for ' 


Graduatés and Department Chairmen 
are 7 


“fa ANOVA procedure 1 was performed comparing factor scores. by he. : 
level at which the degree was awarded, i.e., Associate, esters, Doctoral, 
etc. There were no pairs of means where the factor scores differ 


significantly, using the Scheffe Test,for the students in comparing 


nine factors. For ‘the department chairmen, a significant difference 


between at least a. pair of means was obtained on five patria: The 

,, Scheffe Test detected a significant difference between pairs of means 
on four of the factors. Department chaiymen perceived a difference 
between the Associate degree and the Baccalaureate, Masters and the 
Doctoral degrees for kbs factor Academic Standards. Since all of the - 
Associate .geEreed ‘at ths University of Toledo are awarded at UCATC, « 
these findings are congruent with earlier results. The Associate 
‘degree graduates was found to differ significaitiy from each of the 

“other four degree gradates regarding the factor of Cost Efficiency. 


et 16 
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sd % 3 x : ac? G8 . ye a . 


_| This factor w was the monte important to those at i Associate Level. rere ea 


_— VIT {eupppotive Natiire of ‘le progr) wan ee to differ. ty 
t signi ficant]y when the Associate apd. Doctoral Graduates compared. ee 


* + 


Those at the Doctoral ‘Level toting this ‘factor significantly more Ampor- 
‘tant than those at the Associate level. Factor x (Noewteaching Work 
Y Bt. tife "Feculty} was found to differ significantly bétween the Doctor, 
ees Bdication Specialist and the other three levels. in : ~ 


bl 


: Conclusions ° 


+ ° The following is 4 hitmatide it Abe wale exedeatins Seibiad th 
‘the analyeis. We 
a Seas 60% of the variability within the 33 criterion 
* statements {Appendix 1} can be explained by nine factors using a 
statistical technique called factor analysis. These nine fetars are 
shown in Table l. 


? ; b. There was general consistency in the rankings in terms of 
importance of the nine factors between graduates and departmental 
chairmen, but ‘they did disagree on the most important and least 
important factors. {The Size of the Program was the least important > ~ ‘ 
factor to graduates and the most important to department chairmen.) 


~ 


Academic ‘Standards was the most important factor among students, but 


There was general agreement 
between ‘the two groupe on the middle ranks however. « 


the least Amportant among faculty. 


‘ ae The department chairmen viewed the dactova of Program Size, 
"we Nature of the Program, and the Nor-Teaching Work of Faculty 


Aq 


\ 


# 
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i 
Ae ’ as significantly more important’ than the graduates. The graduates, 


‘4 we ‘< . : 
af \ ‘viewed the factors of Academic Standards, Cost Efficiency, Innovative 


\ \Prograns, Employability, and Public Relatiaqns as significantly more 
eipreant, than department chairmen. 


d. The factor, dodaxstenitig the Program Description and Objectives, 
was not ‘ieee by department ohairmen an the Colleges of Education ‘and | ko ee 
UCATE ‘with as much inportance as by those in the eee of Arts and — 


Sciences and Engineering. - 8 ” Re, 


e. The department chairmen s responses, for Factor III, Academic 
1 SI s 
Standards, were found to differ significantly between UCATC and each of 
: . F ’ 
the otler colleges. 


f.. The department chairmen in the Colleges.6f Arts and Sciences 
and Education viewed Factor IV, Cost Efficiency, as signifi papore : 
important than those at UCATC and in the College of Engineering. 


The streaking of these criteria and their coalescence into the 
nine identified categories as the result of ‘the application of factor : 
analysis makes it possible for us to move ahead with the identification 


—- 


. 


of specific outcomes, of programs and the selection of appropriate 


measurements of those outcomes. 


We expect this to be done with 10 to 15 programs during the summer 
of 1976. We will proceed to carry forward a pilot evaluation of 10-15 
: academic programs in the fall of 1976 using criteria devéloped in this 
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